At a policy level, governments increasingly stress the importance of children's rights and their ability to participate in decision-making in child welfare services. An example of this is that the Swedish inspectorate targeting children in residential care is required to consult children and to take account of their opinions. This paper details a study exploring the influence that the inspectorate grants children and particularly how children's views influence the inspection process. The study draws on interviews and observations of inspectors as well as an analysis of a representative sample (n = 147) of documentation from inspections performed during 2012. The result indicates different inspectorial rationales, which in turn influence the importance children's opinions are assigned in the inspection process. Moreover, the findings demonstrate difficulties in giving children's views substantial impact on the inspection process. This can be attributed to the fact that most of the regulatory quality criteria used by the authority diverge from the aspects of care that children attach most importance to. The study adds empirical findings to how the participation of children is realized during inspection.
I N T R O D U C T I O N
At a policy level, internationally and nationally, governments increasingly stress the importance of children's rights and their ability to participate in social work decision-making. This is underlined in the UNCRC which states that children own the right to express their opinions on the services they receive. In Sweden, such rhetoric has reached the inspectorate targeting residential care. For some years now, the inspectorate, during its visits, has been required to consult all the children who wish to be interviewed and their views should subsequently be taken into account when making decisions (Prop. 2008/09) . In 2013, the inspectorate gained the views of approximately 3500 children (IVO 2014) . The fact that the authority consults children on a regular basis is a rather new occurrence. One of the main criticisms of the former inspectorate was that it failed to collect the children's views (National Audit Office 2002), and many former child services clients have described that authorities seldom talked to them while in care and, if they did, rarely took notice of what they had to say (SOU 2009) .
The reliance on inspection of residential care follows an international trend, captured in the term 'audit society', in which activities such as inspections, evaluations and quality rankings are launched as important tools to create transparency and ensure quality in welfare services (Power 1999; Johansson & Lindgren 2013) . Having been criticized as toothless and lacking control over the field (National Audit Office 2002), the inspectorate has undergone several changes in recent years. This includes the establishment of a new inspectorate divided into six regions, with an extended mandate to impose sanctions on residential homes which are lacking in quality and an obligation to inspect all homes twice a year, where one visit is to be unannounced. The rise of the use of audits is intertwined with broader changes in the welfare state, such as the increased privatization of the provision of services, distrust towards professional groups and growing demands on society to prevent risks and scandals in care environments. In essence, inspection of residential homes is all about the auditor (the inspectorate) assessing to what degree the auditee (the residential home) complies with the regulatory standards (cf. Power 1999) and an emerging issue is the role interviews with service users (children) play in this process.
Acknowledging that children in care have rights and the ability to influence the assessment of the services they receive (James et al. 1998; Goodyer 2012) , this paper deals with the role that interviews with children play in inspection. The aim of the study is to describe and analyse what influence the inspectorate grants children in care and particularly how children's views influence the inspection process. Data are based on observations and interviews with inspectors, and case files from inspection visits.
The research questions are:
• What rationales may guide inspectors when collecting information from children?
• What influence are the children able to exert in the inspection process based on such rationales?
• What importance does the inspectorate attach to children's views in terms of how the views are integrated in inspection reports?
S W E D I S H R E S I D E N T I A L CA R E
In an international comparison, the Swedish child welfare system is usually referred to as primarily family service oriented which is in contrast to a child protection system (Wiklund 2006) . Residential care is, together with foster care, the most intrusive intervention and involves the child being removed, either voluntarily or compulsorily, from his or her guardians. As in many other countries, children placed in Swedish residential care often come from socially marginalized families where there is an overrepresentation of economic poverty, single mothers and psychosocial problems (Egelund et al. 2009 ) and about 90% of the children are teenagers (NBHW 2013a).The residential homes address different groups of children, e.g. adolescents with behavioural problems, children and their families, unaccompanied refugee children and there are also secure units for the most problem-burdened adolescents. Despite official efforts to reduce the number of placements in residential care, they have increased steadily since the 1980s (Sallnäs 2012 ) and on a given date in 2012 over 6000 children were placed in residential care (NBHW 2013a) . Approximately 60% of all homes are privately run (but publicly funded), a majority of which are for profit (Wiklund 2011). While they are in care, the residential homes are responsible for diverse aspects of the children's lives on behalf of the social services. They must, for example, ensure that their needs as regard education, health services and treatment are fulfilled. Recent Swedish research on residential care has highlighted a widespread problem with regard to poor performance at school (Vinnerljung et al. 2010) , disruptions in care (Vinnerljung & Sallnäs 2004 ) and health problems (NBHW 2013b) . Children in residential care receive less welfare resources such as social support, homework assistance and material resources compared with children in foster care and children where there is no involvement from the social services . The staff at the residential homes have varied and low level of education (IVO 2013) and studies show that residential care has difficulties in achieving positive treatment outcomes for the children (Sallnäs & Vinnerljung 2008) .
I N S P E C T I O N A N D C H I L D R E N A S AC TO R S
In Sweden, like in many other countries, state inspection represents the main monitoring system of residential care. Inspection is a policy instrument with certain traits (Johansson 2006) . Firstly, it is aimed at monitoring that residential homes comply with the regulations and thus the quality criteria must be derived from the regulations. Secondly, it constitutes the legal means to impose sanctions on homes that fail to comply with the regulatory standards. The inspectors can be characterized as front-line bureaucrats and as such they enjoy a certain amount of discretion which enables them to use different strategies (Lipsky 2010) . A possible strategy to make auditees comply with the regulatory standards is to use negotiations and persuasions before imposing sanctions (Ayres & Braithwaite 1995) . Inspections are often able to enforce standards covering areas that are easily accessible, such as staff qualification and coverage, correct documentation and written routines (Tilbury 2007; Burton & van den Broek 2009) , while other aspects of care, such as interpersonal relationships or treatment outcomes, are more difficult for inspectors to directly address (Munro 2004; Banerjee 2013) . Inspection is a strong instrument that holds a strong formative potential, which means that the institutions orient their work according to what is being controlled (Power 1999) .There are no guarantees that children share the regulatory definitions of quality, and empirically, inspection tends to focus on standards that do not necessarily correspond to what children consider important (Nordstoga & Stokken 2009) .
As inspections are about the inspectorate assessing to what degree the residential home complies with the regulatory standards, the purpose of interviews with the children is rather unclear. In this context, the sociology of childhood provides some analytical tools (James et al. 1998) . It is part of a broader movement in which children's rights and their participation in decision-making has become more prominent (Halldén 2003) . In contrast to viewing children as inferior to adults and primarily in need of adult protection, the sociology of childhood adopts a constructionist perspective on childhood according to which children are valid sources of knowledge (James et al. 1998) . It stresses that children are competent social actors with important and indispensable views on their everyday life and the services they receive. Acknowledging such a perspective, children in care may be perceived as service users whose opinions and experiences should influence the outcome of inspection (Goodyer 2012) . The fact that the inspectorate conducts interviews with children reflects an ambition to involve them, but the central analytical focus of this paper is what actual impact information from the interviews has on the inspection process.
M E T H O D S
To explore what influence the inspectorate grants children in care during the inspection process, the study draws on a multi-method design. The data consist of observations and interviews with inspectors and documentation from inspection reports. These two data sets were collected independently and thus it is difficult to link them to each other.
Observations and interviews
Observations and interviews were used to understand the strategies inspectors use when conducting child interviews. Initially, observations were carried out in one regional inspectorial office during the period October 2012-January 2013 (cf. Hammersley & Atkinson 2007) .These observations captured different aspects of work, but the field notes used in this paper were those related to the child interviews.This material was collected through observations on 10 occasions: five concerned observations where inspectors wrote inspection reports, three where inspectors conferred in a group about inspection cases and two where inspectors from all the regions engaged in group discussions about child interviews. In addition a few informal conversations with inspectors were conducted, which dealt with their thoughts about what it is like to consult children. In connection with the observations, key words were written down, which were developed into more detailed sections of text later on.
In order to enrich the observations and validate the results, eight individual interviews were conducted with inspectors. The inspectors represented all six regions and had been working with inspections of residential care for 1 year or longer. Two of the respondents were asked to participate when visiting the regional offices. Concerning the other respondents, section managers inquired inspectors and the ones that were willing were selected. This means that it was a convenience sample and hence it is difficult to speculate whether the respondents represent a certain category of inspectors. However, the interviewees displayed different views and the findings were further supported by observational data, which included other inspectors than the one interviewed. The interviews were held in separate rooms at the regional offices, apart from one telephone interview. They lasted between 1.0 and 2.5 h and can be characterized as semi-structured in that they focused on the views of the inspectors regarding interviewing children during an inspection (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009 ). An example of a question posed was how the inspector utilized the information collected from children.
The analytical work focused on statements and lines of reasoning that shed light on the inspectors' tradeoffs when using information from the child interviews during their inspections. Observations and informal conversations provided an insight into the rationale the inspectors used. Interviews, however, were necessary to bring about a more comprehensive picture. Three inspectorial rationales emerged during the analytical work. These were derived abductively (Atkinson & Delamont 2005) in that they were based on recurrent rationales emerging in the material, but with a special theoretical focus on the extent to which the rationales enabled children to exert agency.
Case files
Information from case files was used to analyse the actual impact of children's views in the inspection process. Initially, details were collected about every inspections -announced and unannounced -performed in 2012. Based on this, 25 cases for each of the six regions were selected randomly. The 147 cases (three were missing) represent about 10% of all inspections performed in 2012 (IVO 2014). In 107 cases (73% of the total), one or more children had been interviewed, which constitutes the final sample. A bare majority of the cases selected were announced. Five per cent of the cases in the sample concerned secure units.
The cases were studied on location at different regional offices. The case files typically consisted of the formal inspection report, which included the children's comments (a summary of information retrieved from the interviews), an assessment (pointing out areas for improvement) and finally, when applicable, requirements or the initiation of a new inspection case (concrete action) directed at a residential homes. Additionally, the case files occasionally consisted of field notes taken by inspectors during the inspection visits, but nearly half of the case files lacked such notes. The information earlier was transcribed thoroughly.
For the purposes of this analysis the children's views were operationalized as remarks that were located in the case files. Children's remarks were defined as statements of discontent with some aspect of their everyday life in care. Overall, 717 distinct child statements were identified in the material. However, 320 of the statements were positive and these, as well as neutral information, were excluded in line with definition earlier.The reason for this was that inspections act on deficiencies. Hence, the net number of remarks that the study was based on was 397. The focus on statements means that qualitatively different remarks were sometimes expressed by the same child. In cases where several children within the same inspection case had expressed similar views, these were counted as one remark.
The remarks were analysed in two steps. Firstly, each remark was categorized based on whether it (i) merely appeared as a field note; (ii) was brought up as a comment; (iii) was focused on in the assessment; or (iv) led to requirements or the initiation of a new inspection case. This division was made as a yardstick for the impact of the remarks. Secondly, each remark was divided into one of the following three categories: relationships, participation and support; rules and constraints; and residential resources. This division was made to analyse whether remarks on different aspects of care were integrated in different ways in the inspection reports. The categories were formed so as to represent fairly distinct aspects of care that was identified in the material and dividing the remarks was in general a clear task.
A caveat regarding the case file material is that the material reflects the authority's perspective and hence is dependent on what the inspectors noticed and documented (cf. Yin 2009). The circumstances surrounding the decisions may be inadequately described and only documented actions taken by inspectors are taken into account, which limits the possibility to acquire the complete picture.
R E S U LT S
The results begin with the interviews and observations followed by the findings from the case files.
Different rationales -different agency?
The analysis shows that the inspectors' different rationales influence the status as actors the children are attributed in the inspection process. This is in line with the fact that inspectors are front-line bureaucrats with discretion regarding the transfer of information from interviews to inspection reports (Lipsky 2010) . The regulatory rationale means that the interviews with the children fulfil the function of providing information on whether the institution complies with regulatory standards or not; the supportive rationale endeavours to let the children have an unconditional impact on the outcome of inspection; while with the protective rationale the inspectors for various reasons hesitate to make use of information gained from the child interviews. In practice, the rationales may occur in mixed form and be applied according to different situations the same inspector may face, but here they are presented as analytically distinct in order to discuss their features and implications.
The regulatory rationale -investigating compliance with regulatory standards
The regulatory rationale considers children's opinions to be relevant insofar as they provide evidence whether an institution complies with regulatory demands or not. Children's opinions are important, albeit not indispensable, for the inspection process.
The purpose of inspection is to get indications as to whether the institution has deficiencies according to the regulations. . . . We need to talk to the children to obtain that information. The interviews with the children are only a part of the work, together with the interviews with the staff and the manager as well as the examination of documentation. (Inspector 1)
An inspector who adopts this rationale restricts what is discussed and informs the children about the purpose of the inspection. One method can be to say clearly that certain issues are of no importance to the inspection authority, such as questions about the food that is being served, number of computers or a change of placement. According to inspectors who practice these methods, the interviews should relate to issues that children are actually formally able to have an impact on. Some inspectors stress that their primary function is to monitor the compliance of institutions with the regulations, which in turn will hopefully improve the situation of the children.
If it's clear to them that ' I'm here to do this, and I guess you have visits from your social worker when you talk about these other things. We are not here to find out about how things are for you and why you're here'. (Inspector 5) Although this implies that issues that fall within the area of the regulatory criteria are what the inspectors are primarily looking for, they do not necessarily avoid acting upon other issues that may emerge from the interviews. However, if this is the case, problems are often resolved outside the formal inspection process by, for example, negotiating directly with the manager or by encouraging the children to contact the social services.
It may be something that's important for the adolescent in question, but which we don't see as so important that it needs to be included in the decision.They may think that it's impossible to get hold of the social services. Or they may feel unfairly treated . . . We usually confront the staff with this, and then maybe they become aware of it, and then sometimes we don't include it in the decision. (Inspector 8)
The supportive rationale -advocating the influence of children
The second approach can be characterized as the supportive rationale. This rationale differs from the former in that the purpose is to ensure that the children's views are reflected in the inspection process. The inspector investigates everything of importance for the children. The children's understanding of the care is the focus of the inspection process. The rationale focuses on anything that the children might find urgent, irrespective of whether it is related to the regulations or not. Some inspectors describe how they highlight the children's perspective in the inspection decision even though certain things may pertain to issues that in a strict sense are up to the institutions or the social services to decide.
Once we held eight interviews and seven of the children mentioned that they had few leisure activities. Then it's important to write that the children said that they had a lack of leisure activities. If important subjects come up, it may be important to write them down, whether they are relevant to the inspection or not. (Inspector 7) However, several inspectors express that it is hard to impose requirements on account of what the children have said. This is partly because what they say is not connected to the regulations, partly because some of their opinions might need to be demonstrated through other sources, such as documentation or interviews with the staff. Thus, this approach often ends up with inspectors persuading the managers outside the formal inspection process to heed the children's opinions.
I think it's hard to impose requirements. . . . Suddenly lawyers are involved. It has become very complicated. Very complicated. So actually it's better to try to resolve the things mentioned by the children on the spot. (Inspector 6) Because inspection is ultimately based on regulatory criteria, this rationale runs the risk of giving children false expectations in terms of what an inspection can achieve. Some inspectors say that the children sometimes expect inspectors to have the authority to require the institution to purchase computers, provide more pocket money or alter the menu served at the facility, and become disappointed when opinions they have expressed in this respect are not transformed into concrete results.
And then when you return the children say 'what's the point of saying anything, nothing has happened, it hasn't got any better. There are still ten of us sharing two computers'. Then you have to explain that we can't influence that; it's up to the institution to make that kind of decision. (Inspector 6)
The protective rationale -securing the well-being of the children
The final type can be labelled the protective rationale where the underlying aim is to secure the children's well-being in the inspection process. This approach makes a distinction between the children and the staff in that the latter are required to provide information about the conditions at the institutions, which is not the case with the children.
Children have their perspective regarding the care provided. It may be that they just wanted to say something on that particular day, because it was how they felt at that particular moment in time. Perhaps they thought it was what I wanted to hear. Therefore you need to take what the child says seriously, but investigate it further. You can't just note certain things down. (Inspector 7) The quote illustrates how hesitant certain inspectors may be about making use of certain information in their decision.This may be due to two reasons. Firstly, sensitive information is not always taken into account if anonymity cannot be guaranteed because there are concerns that the child might be exposed to reprimands from the staff after having criticized the institution. To avoid such a situation, the inspectors proceed carefully and try to deal with a problem without revealing the source of the information. This is emphasized by the fact that the inspection report is published on the authority's website and thus available to all.
An inspector says that sometimes only one child wants to talk, which means that the staff can easily figure out who it is. . . . Another inspector says that she sometimes decides not to use what the child has said in the inspection decision, since she doesn't know how it'll be received by the staff. Moreover, children can say things when they are angry and then regret it. (Field Note, Group Discussion) Secondly, the protective rationale may be a way of handling uncertainty regarding how to gauge the information. If it relates to tangible conditions, such as the television not working, these are fairly easy to deal with. When linked to, for example, relationships with staff, some inspectors feel that they may experience difficulties in gauging whether the children's criticism is valid. Some inspectors say that as they often only meet each child once, they may hesitate about whether the children's remarks are caused by a sense of disappointment with their life situation or whether there is substance to them connected to the institution.
Sometimes they say things and you think 'no, that's not quite right'.Then you ask whether you can pass what they've said on to the staff, and they refuse. Then it's a bit like 'is it or isn't it the case?' Then it's hard. At the same time you must assume that everyone's telling the truth. But since they're in care for a reason, they may have certain problems. (Inspector 8) In Table 1 , certain analytical characteristics of the three rationales are outlined. As mentioned, the rationales can in practice occur in mixed form, but they are presented separately in order to discuss their features and implications.
With the regulatory rationale interviews are adjusted to the logic of inspection. The children are restricted to affecting conditions that they are formally able to affect. Provided that standards engage children, the rationale assigns them a strong position in the inspection process. If not, there is an imminent risk that the outcome of inspection will diverge from what the children consider important. The children's agency can be defined as conditioned as only views that can be related to the regulations are highlighted. The supportive rationale resembles the ideals of the sociology of childhood. It departs from what the children find important and endeavours to allow the children to affect the outcome of an inspection, irrespective of whether their opinions can be linked to regulatory criteria or not. The rationale results in strong agency, but may nevertheless cohere quite poorly with what formally can be achieved by an inspection and thus runs the risk of giving the children false expectations. Lastly, the protective rationale takes into account that sometimes there are tensions between advocating agency and securing protective needs. However, as inspectors hesitate to bring up information emerging from the child interviews, the children are assigned a weak status as actors.
Conditioned agency
In this section, results from the written inspection files are presented. The results deal with the importance that remarks made by children (n = 397) are assigned in the inspection process. The general picture is described as well as how this is manifested in different categories of remarks.The first category -relationships, participation and support -brings together remarks made on interpersonal relationships at the institutions, such as participation in the everyday care, staff support and atmosphere at the institution.The second and quantitatively smallest category -rules and constraints -is about rules that are upheld in the institutions such as bedtime rules and general mobiles or Internet restrictions. In the third category -residential resources -the remarks made concern, e.g. material resources, leisure activities and the facilities. As shown in the right-hand column in Table 2 , at a general level only 3% of all the remarks lead to requirements or the initiation of a new inspection case.Ten per cent of the remarks are brought up in the assessments. Slightly over 50% of them are presented as comments, which constitute the weakest level of impact in the inspection report.The remaining 33.5% only appear as field notes and hence are not incorporated in the inspection reports, although you have to bear in mind that this only covers interviews where inspectors had taken field notes. In the inspection files there is occasionally documentation showing that problem areas have been discussed with the managers, which may affect what importance a particular remark is assigned in the formal inspection process (cf. Ayres & Braithwaite 1995) .This is particularly the case regarding remarks on relationships, participation and support.
In the category relationships, participation and support requirements are imposed in one case, regarding a rather extreme event where a member of staff had harassed one of the children. A limited share of the remarks are brought up in the assessment and do not in any substantial way differ from the majority of the remarks appearing in the field notes or comments.The remarks cover a range of issues such as the children's distrust of the staff, the staff are overburdened with work and seldom interact with the children or take the time to make personal calls, the staff rarely ask how they feel or look after them sufficiently while sick, the staff sometimes yell at or treat the children unfairly or the staff do not take sufficient account of the children's suggestions about, for example, activities or what to cook. Moreover, the remarks concern scarce contacts with social services or relatives, the lack of interpreters, discontent with school or a wish to change their placement.
In the category rules and constraints four requirements have been issued and one new inspection case has been initiated, which exclusively concern cases where it is beyond doubt that the institutions on a regular basis confiscate or limit the children's access to, for example, mobiles or the Internet. Similar issues are also focused on in the assessment, e.g. fixed rules concerning the use of mobiles or training and nutrition. The majority of the statements appear as comments or field notes and these concern rules that are not as fixed, such as difficulties visiting or receiving visits from friends; that friends or boy/girlfriends are not able to stay overnight or for a meal; that the institution has early bedtimes, dissatisfaction regarding demands that the children have to do too much housework; that point and level systems are experienced as tricky; that the institution withdraws pocket money if rules are not obeyed; and also conversely that the institution suffers from a lack of rules.
In the category residential resources six requirements have been issued, which concern staffing (that staff is available around the clock) and facilities (procuring more toilets or rooms). The small share of remarks focusing on this in the assessments primarily overlap with what is being imposed, i.e. that institutions are occasionally unmanned. The majority of the remarks appear at the lower end of the scale of impact and primarily concerns other types of resources, such as Overall the results from the case files demonstrate difficulties for children to exert substantial influence on the inspection process. The children's views are represented fairly often in the inspection reports, but their views seldom appear in the assessment or generate requirements. This applies particularly to views about relationships and support, which underlines how difficult it is to measure and impose requirements regarding certain values that may be important for the service users (Banerjee 2013) . The children are granted influence provided that their views pertain to regulatory criteria, such as general restrictions, certain questions about the facilities, staffing or flagrant violations. However, the children tend to mainly express views about other things, such as interpersonal relationships, ambiguous rules and the resources available in the care environment. An interpretation is that there tends to be a gap between what the children consider important and what is being formally monitored and able to address (cf. Nordstoga & Stokken 2009 ). This can be related to that inspection ultimately relies on regulatory criteria, limiting the impact of the children (cf. Johansson 2006) .Thus, in order to influence issues that are not clearly regulated or where clear-cut measures are not possible, the children are dependent on inspectors using their discretion to negotiate with the residential homes.
D I S C U S S I O N
This paper has explored the influence the Swedish inspectorate grants children in care. At a policy level, governments have increasingly embraced the view that children are competent social actors and stressed the need to involve children in decision-making in social work. Not many studies, however, focus on the actual influence children exert. This study indicates that qualitatively different rationales may guide inspectors, which in turn have an impact on the influence the children exert. Findings also reveal difficulties in giving children's views substantial impact on the inspection process. In almost 30% of the cases, the inspectorate did not interview any children and in the cases they did, the children rarely exerted any influence at a higher level.
The difficulty in reconciling a policy for children's participation with inspection practice can be attributed to inspection practice as such, which has inherent limitations in that the quality criteria must be derived from the regulations (Johansson 2006) . Thus, from that perspective the children are ultimately limited to influencing issues that relate to regulatory standards. Nevertheless, inspectors exhibit a degree of discretion regarding how to use information from the child interviews (Lipsky 2010 ).This is demonstrated by different rationales and was also supported by the case file data showing that similar types of views are sometimes assigned different levels of importance. In other words, although it may be difficult to impose requirements based on the children's views, it is possible to highlight the children's opinions in the assessments to a greater extent, which in turn would reflect a view of the children as actors whose opinions are important (cf. James et al. 1998; Goodyer 2012) . The study also underlines that, provided that the views cannot be linked to a specific regulation, inspectors are a crucial resource as they may use their discretion to put pressure on the residential homes (cf. Ayres & Braithwaite 1995) . Translated into the rationales outlined in this study, it seems possible that the supportive rationalewhich advocates the influence of children in the inspection process -could be expanded. However, that is not to say that there may be legitimate reasons to consider the protective needs of the children, although if performed routinely this assigns children a subordinate position in the inspection process. Moreover, an evident weakness with the supportive rationale is that it may promise more than an inspection is in effect able to enforce.
The fact that some of the children's views do not correlate with current regulatory standards is well worth discussing, not least as inspection constitute a formative process that shapes social practices (Power 1999) . In some areas, inspection can successfully intervene on the basis of the children's views, such as the few but alarming cases where the children were prohibited from using mobiles and the Internet. In other areas, however, there are gaps between the quality criteria used and what the children highlight as important aspects of care (Nordstoga & Stokken 2009) in that some of the criteria that the authority focuses on (staffing, facilities) are only commented to a small extent by the children, while other aspects of care which the children attach importance to (relationships with staff, resources) are apparently difficult for the inspectorate to formally act upon. This may lead to a situation where residential homes take measures regarding issues that indeed may be urgent, but which may be peripheral for the children. A wider question is the kind of issues that are enforceable in inspection. Part of the views relate to material resources, such as Internet access, pocket money and computers, resources that children in residential care enjoy to a lesser extent according to Swedish research than children in foster care and children where the social services are not involved . Other types are less tangible but nevertheless core aspects of care in that they concern support, relationships with staff, the atmosphere at the institution and ambiguous rules. Perhaps it is possible to standardize material resources to a greater extent, while other values, such as a good atmosphere in the residential homes, appear difficult to prescribe from the outside (cf. Banerjee 2013) .
The reinforced inspection system covering Swedish residential care for children has facilitated control by the state and made it easier to intervene when there is a lack of quality. Moreover, the general support for audit activities is high in Western countries. However, different stakeholders may have different perceptions regarding quality. This paper suggests that the impact that looked after children have on the inspection process is conditioned, depending on both features coupled with inspection and different inspectorial rationales.
Limitations
Regarding the limitations of the study, the sample refers to 2012 and what the inspectorate monitors changes over time. Further, the reliance on written documents implies that the study may not comprehensively account for circumstances surrounding the decisions. It is, for example, important to stress that inspectors often address issues without incorporating them in the inspection reports. Moreover, as the inspectorate does not consult all children in care you may speculate whether the views only reflect certain groups of children.
Recommendations for practice and research
Acknowledging children as actors, there are different ways of reinforcing their position in the inspection process. This can for instance be carried out by examining the possibility of improving conformity with standards that children in care as a group find important, by involving the children in decisions concerning what should be inspected and by urging residential homes to heed the children's opinions to a greater extent. For future research, it is important to continue exploring the practical prerequisites and limit for the participation of children in social work decision-making.
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